It is probable that from some undeterminable date until 487/6 B. C. the archons at Athens were elected by show of hands. At any rate that is the conclusion urged upon us by the personnel of the extant list.
1 ) The inference of Aristotle'
2 ) that Solon introduced allotment from a previously elected list of forty is almost demonstrably unwarranted. It is at variance moreover with his own conclusion made from the various anarchies of 594/582 B. C., from the tyrannical designs of Damasias, and the compromise of the year which followed that the archonship as the chief object of political ambition was at that time bitterly fought for. 8 ) No contest could have occurred had the lot determined the holder of it. Aristotle, however, thought that this scheme of partial allotment was continued in use until the expulsion of Hippias.
)
Certainly from 511/0 to 487/6 B. C. the archons were elected. In 487/6 E C. a change was made. Five hundred candidates were to be chosen, fifty from each tribe, from among the pentakosiomedimnoi and the hippeis, and the elections were to be held in the demes. Doubtless each deme was to choose as many candidates as senators. 5 ) Then the lot was to designate the nine officers. This innovation was made in the midst of the struggle between Themistocles and the various noble families which had been thrown together through opposition to Miltiades.
0 ) It was undoubtedly accompanied by a transfer of political and military duties to other officers, such as the generals. To motive the change various suggestions have been made. By it a restraint upon the ekklesia 1) See Pauly-Wissowa II, p. 5S3ff. -2) Ath. Pol. 8. -3) Ath. Pol. 13, 2. 4) Ath. Pol. 22, 5. That no one can believe, and it confirms the view that the ordinance attributed to Solon by Aristotle had no documentary warrant and was simply an inference. A chronicle (the only alternative to the poems and laws of Solon) would have explained Damasias' tyranny as well as Solon's reform of the archonship, had it treated of either.
5) This is the illuminating suggestion of V. would be removed: the popular leader would be enabled to control the government: the Areopagus would come to receive average not extraordinary ability: the old families would lose influence. Another may be added. The archonship was tenable only once in a lifetime. To admit re-election would diminish the numerical strength of the Areopagus: it would foster tyranny: it would enable magistrates to sit in judgment upon their own acts : it would, moreover, be contrary to the spirit of the time which was in favor of throwing the offices open to a larg-er proportion of the people. Without a far-reaching reform, therefore, the archonship was not available, as e. g. the generalship was, to give a show of legality to the position of the προστάτης τον δήμου, while its tenure by his rivals would enable them to frustrate his plans. Themistocles had been chief-archon in 493/2 B. C. 1 ) Did that disqualify him for the polemarchy? The nine archons together with a secretary formed a board of ten, and probably allotment to the board, which preceded, or by its sequence determined, the designation of archon, king, polemarch, thesmothetai, and secretary, counted as one tenure of the office and hence made a second impossible.
The mode of determining the archons was again changed somewhere between 487/6 B. C. and Aristotle's time. In the fourth century the number of candidates was 100 not 500, and of them 10 were alloted from each tribe as a whole not 50 elected by the denies of each tribe.
2 ) When the alteration was made we do not know. In 457/6 B. C. the zeugitai were granted the right of holding the office, and since the Solonian census shortly became obsolete all citizens were eligible in the fourth century.") This method of selecting the archons seems to have prevailed during the whole of the third and second centuries B. C. The archon-list from Aristotle's time 4 ) to c. 103/2 B. C., as from 487 ( 6 B. C. to Aristotle's time, lacks the names of the men, whom we know to have been most influential in the city. The office was honorable enough, but custom attached some financial burdens to the holder of it, so that it frequently, perhaps ordinarily, fell through the failure of candidates into the hands of wealthy men. 5 ) After c. 103/2 B. C., as before 487/6 B. C., distin- 7 ) The forceful deposition of Damasias and the characterization of him as a tyrant in embryo indicate that in 583/0 it was irregular for him to monopolize the office as he did. The data given above would seem to substantiate Aristotle's statement that it was Draco who forbade duplication of the archonship. 8 ) But the extant list of archons is so defective that from it no conclusion on this question is warranted for the period prior to Solon, and the statement of Aristotle comes in such dubious companionship and such questionable shape as to bid us pause before accepting it. We may conjecture that it was Solon who introduced the prohibition.
It was apparently (except in 583/0 B. ) four times in eleven years, Medeios was archon and at about the same time Argeios held the office twice in succession in 97/6 and 96/5 B. C. Since it is likely that the possibility was granted not long before Medeios and Argeios availed themselves of it, since indeed it was no doubt the demand which obtained the possibility, we shall not go far astray in assuming that the prohibition was removed in c. 108/2 B. C. It was, however, again enacted, in all likelihood after the capture of the city by Sulla in 86 B. C. ; for at a subsequent period its existence is proved by the fact that to evade it the offices of archon, polemarch, and king were regarded as distinct, and hence conferable in sequence upon distinguished individuals.
2 ) Repetition of the office for several years in succession presupposes the abolition of allotment as the mode of selection, -a conclusion urged upon us for c. 103/2 B. C. by another reason already mentioned.
It was necessary in the fourth century B. C. for most of the magistrates, especially for those who handled sums of money, to submit their accounts for every prytany to the auditing committee of the senate. This committee consisted of ten senators, called logistai, and its report was subject to the endorsement, first of the senate, and then, in case of appeal, to that of the jury courts.
3 ) This supervision of the magistrates by the senate was quite distinct from 1) the monthly vote of the people on the conduct of the officers and the immediate reference in case of condemnation to the jury courts, 4 ) and 2) the audit which the senators as well as every magistrate without exception had to stand at the expiry of the civil year. This latter scrutiny was particularly close. A magistrate had thirty days after his term expired within which to file his accounts. 5 ) They were filed with the ten logistai and the ten synegoroi and these had to examine and pass upon them in succession. Their findings were presented as a grand juror's report to a dikasterion of 501 members. At the trial evidence was heard and an adverse decision was final. 6 ) When the decision was favorable, an interval of three days was granted within which the ten euthynoi might receive and weigh further accusations, and if satisfied of wrong doing, they referred the case once more to a jury court.
7 ) It was not until all these proceedings had closed that it was permissable to vote a crown or any insignia to an officer of the state. ephebe year ended at the beginning of the third month of the civil year, 4 ) Boedromion, so that it was to the senate of the year 100/99 that the kosmetes of the year 101/0 B. C. justified his conduct. There is no word of a judicial audit in this decree, nor in any of the ephebe inscriptions which belong to a subsequent period (CIA. II 466, 468, 478, 479, 480, 481, 482, c. 103/2 -c. 35 B. C.). It is true that many of these are damaged, but they all conform so closely to three undamaged types that we may be sure that reference to a judicial audit was lacking in all of them. And there was substituted for it the approbation of the ephebes (and their fathers), upon which after c. 103/2 B. C. the state acted in conferring marks of appreciation upon the kosmetes. 5 )
As has been said the ephebe year terminated at the first of Boedromion. It was usual for the senate and assembly to recognize the services of the ephebes by an honorary decree and the voting of a crown. This was done in 122/1 B. th of this same month. In the last two cases the senate alone passed the decrees. In the rest the vote was taken in the first ίχχληαία κυρία of the third month. This accounts for the delay of a day or two noticeable in them.
On the other hand a decree in honor of the kosmetes could not be enacted until the jurors had passed his accounts. This necessitated a delay of a month or more. In 122/1 such a decree was passed on the 11 th of the 4 th month, in 118/7 on the 9 th of the 9 th month, in 106/5 on the 16 th of the 4 th month, and in 104/3 on the 9 th of the 6 th month. But in 100/99 it was passed on the same day as that in honor of the ephebes, and in the subsequent years during· which ratification by the people was at all necessary both decrees, together with a vote of acknowledgment for the public sacrifices offered by the kosmetes (which had earlier been passed during the ephebe year), 1 ) were voted upon at the same time in the third month.
The disappearance of any reference to a judicial audit, tlie substitution of the approbation of the ephebes for it, and the possibility of conferring insignia immediately, i. e. without at least a months delay -all three appearing for the first time after 104/3 B. C. and before 100/99 B. C. -admit of only one explanation, namely that in c. 103/2 a change was made in the constitution by which the supervision of the senate was made final and the jury courts were deprived of the right of auditing the accounts of the kosmetes and of giving a favorable verdict before a vote awarding distinctions could be passed by the ekklesia. A change of this kind cannot have affected the kosmetes alone. It must have affected the other magistrates including the senate and the Areopagus as well. It need hardly be remarked that thereby a fatal blow was given to the democratic constitution of Athens.
It is a small matter that at c. 103/2 B. C. proclamations of honors conferred came to be made at the Ptolemaia as well as elsewhere. It is likewise of little importance that in the ephebe decree of 100/99 B. C. we have the first dated sample of a new type of ephebe inscription. But it is not so trivial a matter that between the years 104/3 and 100/99 B. C. the prytany secretary came to be chosen without regard to the tribe demanded by the official order.
2 ) And it is not merely a coincidence that between 105/4 and 101/0 B. C. the official order came no longer to be observed in choosing the Athenian priests of Serapis at Delos.
3 ) As Kirchner has already pointed out, 4 ) the official order was disregarded in both cases at the same time.
1 ) The abandonment of it was probably due to the introduction of free election, which of course brought to office conspicuous individuals from any tribe whatsoever. The tribe had long since lost most of its political significance.
A reordering of the Pythias 2 ) was made in 103/2 B. C. whereby the "first enneeteris" began in the following year. "And never had so numerous and so brilliant a delegation" gone from Athens to Delphi as in 102/1 B. C. 3 ) Since the official order was observed in 104/3 and disregarded in 101/0, our choice of a year for its abandonment is thereby limited to 103/2 and 102/1 B. C. Hence, because of the reform of the Pythias I venture at this point to omit the "circa" which hitherto I have associated with 103/2 B. C. and to ascribe to this year all the changes above detailed.
And these were not the only changes made at this time. Two things are quite noteworthy in the list of magistrates who made contributions to the Pythian Apollo during the "first enneeteris" i. e. from 102/1 to 95/4 B. C. inclusive. It is natural to find the priestships and other offices at Delos filled by rich and influential Athenians, to observe a tendency for the magistracies to be held in succession by the same men or by the same families, and indeed for several of the extraordinary positions to be held by the incumbent of an important ordinary magistracy. 4 ) But it is instructive to find that the στρατηγός ini τά όπλα is regularly listed before the archons 5 ) and that the απαρχή required of him is regularly twice as great as that required of these. It is significant, moreover, to find that the κήρυξ βουλής της ί'ξ 'Λούου πάγου ranks as high as an archon. At a later date such a grading undoubtedly existed. The herald and the hoplite-general were then the most important officers in the city.
But in an ordinance 6 ) regulating the weights and measures issued 1) It is noteworthy that in the extant lists of thesmothetai the official sequence of the tribes is wilfully disregarded once only, in 101/0 B. C. See Bates, Cornell Studies VIII, p. 4, group (17). It is hardly a matter of chance that in 112/1 and 107/6, men of known families (see below p. 11) obtained the secretaryship. The secretary for 100/99 Philion, Philion's son, of Eleusis (CIA. II 985 II D, 1. 24; 467) was himself an influential personage. The history of the secretaryship is similar to that of the archonship. Both offices came more and more, through the failure of candidates, into the hands of the rich, and finally the lot which became a mere form was done away with altogether. in what is shown below to be probably 103/2 B. C. the hoplite-general and the prytanes have executive duties in common. This was the generalship which the most powerful citizens held between 102/1 and 95/4 B. C. ') In the last decades of the second century this general was chief of one section of the sacred embassy to Delphi and occasionally headed the whole tlieoria.'-) In 88 B. C. Athenion was given control of affairs at Athens through election to this office.
3 ) Clearly the supreme importance of the στρατηγός 'επί τά δπλα antedates the reforms of Sulla in 86/3 B. C. The truth would seem to be that the exaltation of one general over the rest naturally followed the limitation of Athens' military equipment to the land army, 4 ) and that the marked superiority of the hoplite-general over the other magistrates of Athens began at the same time that the changes already noted occurred i. e. 103/2 B. C.
That the importance of the herald of the Areopagus in the period 102/1-95/4 B. C. involves increased duties on the part of that august body, is evident from the ordinance on weights and measures. The general date of this document is indicated by the fact that the commissioner appointed to arrange the weights and measures 5 ) Diodoros, Theophilos' son, from Halai was epimeletes ini τον λιμένα in 112/1 B. C.
fi )
His name also appears among some additions made in a list 7 ) of influential citizens posted at c. 125 B. C. In CIA. II476, 11. 29-37 (the ordinance above cited), a ratio was established between certain drachmae Στεφανηφόρον and the μνά η ίμ,ποριχή.
)
In the type of In business transactions 12 drachmae Στ. were to be added, as a ροπή, to the commercial mina, so that a total of 150 drachmae Στ. = 1 χ / 3 old minae, would be reached. It was determined that the commercial mina should be understood where the other (προς άργνρίον) was not expressly mentioned. To readily convert the commercial five-mina weight into terms of the old system, one commercial mina was to be added to it so that a total of 8 l U (exactly 8 28 / 100 ) old minae would be reached.
To readily convert the commercial talent into terms of the old talent, a commercial five-mina weight was to be added so that a total of l'/ 2 (exactly 1 49 / 100 ) old talents would be reached. The commercial mina = 138 drachmae Στ., the commercial five-ephebe inscription which begins after 103/2 B. C. we observe that the ephebes are required by a state decree to dedicate a φιάλη από δραχ-μών Στεφανηφόρου έβδομηκοντα to the mother of the gods. 1 ) The weight of the φιάλη dedicated to Demeter and Kore is also determined in drachmae Στεφανηφόρου 2 )
The addition Στ εφ,ανήφορου*) was no doubt made to make it clear that commercial drachmae were not meant. Indeed its absence would have implied the commercial system. This explanation prosupposes the existence after 103/2 B. C. of the two systems. The danger of ambiguity would seem to have arisen only after 106/5 B. C., in which year the weight of the φιάλαι dedicated is given in drachmae simply. 4 ) Hence it is probable that it was in 103/2 B. C. that the revision of the weights and measures took place, -a conclusion with which the fact accords that in establishing the ratio between the two systems the commissioner cleverly brought about an easy transition from either, not only to the Phoenician stater, but also to the Eoman libra. After 86 B. C. the need for the two systems can hardly have existed. At any rate the term Στεφανηφόρου is found only between 103/2 and 86 B. C. Very specific penalties are threatened in the ordinance upon magistrates, private citizens, and public slaves alike for χαχονργία ini τα. μέτρα και τά ΰτα&μά.
The senate of the Areopagus is to have general supervision of the matter 5 ) and to punish the guilty mina weight = 690 drachmae Στ., the commercial talent = 8280 drachmae Στ. To express these alone in terms of the old system would involve bothersome fractions. Had the commissioner desired to define the ροπή throughout in terms of drachmae Στ. he might have enacted one of 10 for the commercial five-mina weight, in which case the total would have been 7 old minae exactly, and one of 720 for the commercial talent, in which case the total would have been P/2 old talents exactly. But in each case, taking the bulk weighed into consideration, the inaccuracy was so slight that he preferred the facility of using the commercial mina as the ροπή in the one case, and the commercial five-mina weight as the ροπή in the other.
And an additional advantage was gained by means of the plan adopted; for the commercial mina plus the ροπή equalled two Roman pounds exactly; moreover the commercial five-mina weight plus the ροπή = five Phoenician minae; cf. HULTSCH Cases involved by these laws had come in Aristotle's time linder the final jurisdiction of the Eleven, if these were unanimous, but, if they disagreed, the jury courts gave the decision.
2 ) It implies increased jurisdiction for the Areopagus that in 103/2 it is competent to deal with them.
3 )
An examination of the list of those holding important offices at Athens and Delos from 102/1-95/4 B. C. reveals some instructive facts. In the first place the total absence from office of any member of the Eurykleides-Mikion family is noteworthy, and all the more so, now that the lot was less widely employed. The family had influential members left. Thus in the list of important Athenians posted at c. 125 B. C. it had three representatives. 4 ) In Demochares' archonship (108/7 B. C.) 5 ) it had sufficient standing to get Lysistrate, a daughter of Mikion, selected as one of the noble maidens honored with the task of "weaving Athena's peplos. 6 ) From that point on the family disappears. 7 ) And the same general period (103-86 B. C.) seems to have been fatal to a number of families distinguished in the public service for centuries e. g. the Diokles-Dromeas family s ) and the Xenon-Asklepiades family.'· 1 ) The 2 ) with Delos for the period preceding 103/2 B. C. and we may conjecture that they belonged to the class which the slave traffic on Delos enriched, and which was brought through business into intimate relations with the Romans resident on the island.
3 ) The Romans always favored a timocratic government, 4 ) in their dependencies, so that it is likely that it was through Roman influence that the constitutional changes of 103/2 B. C. were effected at Athens. The whole tendency of these changes was to increase the functions of the 600 and of the Areopagus, to weaken the control of the jury courts over the magistrates, and by substituting election by vote for election by lot to place influential men in the chief magistracies and hence through the archonships in the Areopagus. 5 ) To control the elections it is probable that a limited franchise was introduced. Otherwise the old families with democratic leanings would have retained the government. It was an aristocracy that the Romans desired but not one of nobles whose traditions were all in favor of democracy, autonomy and neutrality.
We can hardly hope to ascertain the occasion for Roman interference. The conjecture may be ventured that it was in consequence of the revolt of the slaves in the mines at Sounion which took place in 104-100 B. C. That meant to renew the Foedus Aequum made when Athens became a Eoman ally. In 103/2 B. C. perhaps it was renewed but with the request that the constitution be modified in a timocratic sense. Undoubtedly the senate's action followed a demand made by the rich Delian magnates who desired to have their position in the state established de iure as well as de facto. Perhaps it was the same senate which constituted Cilicia a province.
Year after year the some 140 Athenian ephebes, fashionable young men, students of military science, athletics, and philosophy went to escort into the city the Eoman "friends and benefactors" who chanced to pass that way. And no doubt the governing clique welcomed them, and had them address the assembled people. But they brought more and more clearly home to the demos its loss of independence and privilege. There were merchants in Athens who came to hate the Eomans because of trade rivalries at Delos. The Diaeus ? mentioned below was such a one. There were many influential men among the old Athenian families and in the Peripatetic and Epicurean 2 ) schools of philosophy to whom the government of the slave-dealers was as distasteful as it was to the disfranchised masses. Then for three years in succession the chief archonship came into the hands of Medeios, Medeios' son, of the Peiraieus. It seemed as though he were aiming at a tyranny. An anarchy ensued. Hence an embassy was sent to the Eoman senate to get the constitution definitely determined or further modified. The senate deferred consideration and the anarchy continued.
The situation at Athens had already become acute 4 ) when Mithri-1) BGS. XXIII (1899), p. 20 and p. 25 f.
2) The Stoics on the other hand were partisans of Rome; see Niese, Uh. Mus. XLII, p. 578. Hence the contemptuous attitude of Poseidonios towards Athenion and his following. The Akademicians were also pro-Romans. Philon, the head of their school escaped to Rome during the troubles. See Cicero Brutus, 89 fi'.; Mahafiy, Greek World under Soman Sway, p. 119.
3) See below p. 14.
4) The 4'k archonship of Medeios is now fixed in 89/8 B. C. (Kirchner, Göü. Gel. Anz. 1900, p. 476ff.). The pro-Roman faction, therefore, was in control in Hekatombaion of 89. It was probably in the spring of 88 -the victories of Mithridates having already taken place -that the anti-Roman faction raised itself and sent Athenion to Asia. During his absence the quarrel continued -hence iv όμονοία ζην promised in the letters of Athenion. The Roman senate when requested, by its friends no doubt, to settle the strife, through anxiety lest the democrats should in that event put Athens into the hands of Mithridates, promised to investigate. Then Athenion returned, was dates drove the Romans out of Asia and seemed in a fair way to destroy permanently Roman power in the East. To him accordingly the anti-Roman party turned for help. Its ambassador was the Peripatetic philospher Athenion and of his doings his Stoic contemporary Poseidonios gives the following report.
1 ) "He was chosen by the Athenians as an envoy to Mithridates when matters turned the king's way and insinuating himself into his good graces he became one of his "friends". His promotion was rapid. And because of it he gave in his letters the Athenians the impression that his influence was paramount with the Cappadocian and inspired them with the wild hope, not only of getting rid of the debts with which they were burdened 2 ) and (of living in concord i. e.) of restoring domestic peace, but also of regaining their democratic institutions and of obtaining generous donations for public and private needs.
3 ) This made the Athenians talk big; for they felt certain that the Eoman hegemony would be overthrown." Poseidonios then goes on to describe the return of Athenion and his ostentatious entry into the city. 'He was carried on a litter with silver feet and purple covering's. Never had a Eoman even made such a haughty display in Attica. A elected strategos and chose officers who of course did not rule longer than their patron. Athenion did not openly break with Rome (βννάγων δε ν.αϊ έκχληβίας ποΧλάκιs τά Ρωμαίων φρονεϊν προβεποιεϊτο Athenaeus V 214). But some pro-Komans fled and their property was confiscated. Delos sided with Kome. Apellikon failed to reduce it. Athenion was overthrown after a rule of at most a month or so. Hence Appian neglects him and Strabo (see below p. 17 n. 5) refers to him but not by name. Then came Archelaos and Aristion.
The issues of money attributed to the revolutionary era by Rud. Weil (Athen. Mitt. VI, p. 324) cannot easily be fitted in. That of Mithridates and Aristion belongs to 87/6 undoubtedly. That of Aristion and Philon must have been made in 88/7. It has the letters A to M on the amphora. Does that mean that Aristion became a magistrate at the beginning of 88/7? It is quite possible. Even though elected at the regular time the magistrates for 88/7 would not be recognized by the restored aristocrats. The archon for 87/6, Philanthes, is of course the magistrate for the part of the year 87/6 following the 1st of March. In this respect the anarchy of 88/7 is like that of 404/3. Of the other two issues attributed by Weil to this period, one -that of Eurykleides-Ariarathes -has already been disposed of by Head (Historia Nummorum, p. 320). The one with the inscription Apellikon-Gorgias must be put along with that of Apellikon-Aristoteles (Head, p. 323). It seems to me unlikely that either of them belongs to 89/8. great crowd went to see the spectacle. The Dionysiac playwrights invited him as the new Dionysos to the town hall. He became the guest of Diaeus ? who got large revenues from Delos, and was sumptuously entertained. The city was in a white heat of expectation. On the following day a spontaneous gathering of the demos took place. This Athenion addressed from the bema erected by the Koman generals in front of the stoa of Attalos. He enumerated the countries over which Mithridates ruled -Bithynia, Upper Cappadocia, all Asia Minor as far as Pamphylia and Cilicia. The kings of Armenia and Parthia were in his train. All the nations round about the Pontus in a circuit of 3000 stades were his subjects. The Roman generals were his prisoners. The governor of Asia, Manius AquillLus, the hero of the Sicilian war, was being led in chains through the land. The Eoman citizens were seeking refuge at the altars. All the cities of Asia were greeting him as' a god. Oracles promised to him the lordship of the world. A great army was on the way through Thrace and Macedón to Greece. Envoys were at his court from the ends of the earth to offer aid for the destruction of Rome. Then after a pause he continued': "What advice shall I give to you? Let us not tolerate the anarchy which the Roman senate has had prolonged while by investigation it ascertains how we ought to be governed. Let us not observe with indifference the temples closed, the gymnasia foul through disuse, the theatre but no town-meeting in it, the jurycourts silent, and the pnyx, sanctified by the oracles of the gods, destitute of the demos. Let us not observe with indifference, men of Athens, the sacred cry of Iacchos silenced, the revered shrine of the twain goddesses closed, and the schools of the philosophers voiceless." 1 ) 'More of a like character the foretime slave said. The mob then swarmed into the theatre and chose him hoplite general. He nominated the other officers and so the anarchy ended. Athenion did not at once precipitate a conflict with Rome. But sensible people saw it to be inevitable and began to leave the city. Athenion closed the gates and a reign of terror ensued. An expedition was sent under the command of Apellikon to recover Delos which had deserted to the Romans. It was an ignominious failure.' At this point the quotation from Poseidonios ends. Appian' 2 ) continues the narrative. Archelaos, the general of Mithridates, while crossing from Asia, sacked Delos and sent Aristion an Epicurean philospher 3 ) to Athens 1) On this passage Mahaffy (Greek World under Roman Sitiay p. 97) says: "If this language was used, it was surely intended to be understood in a loose sense. Athens had upon the whole been better treated by the Romans than any other Greek city." I take it that Poseidonios puts into the mouth of Athenion a perhaps exaggerated but in the main truthful description of the situation in Athens. "Alle Urkunden aber, welche der Wende des II. und I. Jahrh. sicher angehören, ihrem Formular und Inhalt nach keineswegs irgendwelche Abänderung der Verfassung merken lassen; allenfalls liesse sich denken an eine gewisse Hebung der Autorität des Areopags." The democracy (in Schoeffer's opinion) was limited because of the disturbances which occurred not long after Sulla's capture of the city. Rud. Weil says that between 146 and 88 B. C. "die Verfassung Athens hat, in welchem Zeitpunkt lässt sich noch nicht genauer feststellen, eine Umgestaltung erfahren, die später wenigstens als eine wesentliche Einschränkung der althergebrachten Demokratie angesehen worden ist" {Athen. Mitt. VI, p. 315). Niese {Rh. Mus. XLII, p. 580) says: "Es ist deutlich, dass diese Verfassungsänderung, die durch eine bei den Römern angesehene aristokratische Minderheit in Athen selbst veranlasst worden war, damals als Athenio seine Rede hielt, erst vor kurzem geschehen sein kann, da man noch einen endgültigen Bescheid erwartete." so. Whereas I think it is now clear that the Athenian constitution was transformed so as to meet Rome's wishes in the year 103/2 B. C. The restoration by Sulla was, however, not quite complete. For after 86/3 B. C. the senate alone had the right to enact decrees.
1 ) The probouleuma became equal to the senatus consultum. That remedied the weak point in the constitution of 103/2 B. C. For the self-assertion of the ekklesia had, no doubt, led to the anarchy of 88 B. C. The occasion for that assertion was probably the suspicious conduct of Medeios. In consequence of it the Eoman partisans lost control of affairs. Sulla had no desire to foster a tyranny. Hence in 86-3 B. C. the prohibition against repeated tenure of other than military offices was re-enacted.
2 ) In other respects the restored constitution was the same as that in existence between 103/2 and 88/7 B. C. The chief magistracies were elective. The Areopagus with its enlarged jurisdiction and its influential personnel obtained so dominant a position in the state that already in Cicero's time it could be referred to as the governing body.
3 ) The senate of 600 added to its old powers final judgment upon the conduct .of the magistrates and full legislative functions. Among the magistrates the ΰτρατηγός ini τα όπλα and the κήρυξ βουλής της έξ 'Αρείου πάγου became as preeminent as the consuls in Rome. The franchise (ψήφος xaì χειρο-τονία) was at first limited to the restored exils but at a later period 4 ) it was granted to the descendants of the anti-Eomans i. e. to all the Athenians. But the functions of the ekklesia can hardly have extended beyond the election of certain officials and the functions of the once omnipotent jury courts became so unimportant that we hardly know whether jury courts existed at all or not. 5 )
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